
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 18433December 12, 1995
Mass., Beverly Coyle of Princeton, N.J.,
Craig of Belize and Paul, of Chestertown,
MD.

[From Current Biography Yearbook 1988]
BOYER, ERNEST L.

Sept. 13, 1928– Educator. Address: b. Carne-
gie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 5 Ivy Lane, Princeton, N.J. 08540;
h. 222 Cherry Valley Rd., Princeton, N.J.
08540.

One of the most influential and respected
members of the American educational estab-
lishment is Ernest Boyer, who since 1970 has
served successively as chancellor of the vast
State University of New York (SUNNY), as
United States commissioner of education,
and as president of the prestigious Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing. Along the way, he has managed to accu-
mulate more than sixty awards, trustee-
ships, and honorary degrees. Since 1983 he
has been Senior Fellow of the Woodrow Wil-
son School, Princeton University. As the
head of the Carnegie Foundation, he auto-
matically assures that any topic he may
choose to address will achieve a prominent
place on the national educational agenda.

Boyer’s concerns range beyond the con-
fines of the classroom to such urgent issues
as the need for child care in the workplace
and for adult education away from the cam-
pus. Under his leadership, the Carnegie
Foundation has issued two major critical
studies, both written by him, on American
high schools and colleges. Boyer is now
training his sights on the earliest years of a
child’s education, including prekindergarten,
as the target of the next important project
of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching. * * *

While a graduate student Boyer worked as
a teaching assistant at the University of
Southern California and as an instructor at
Upland College, where he became chairman
of the speech department. After a year spent
at Loyola University (Los Angeles), where he
was director of forensics, he became profes-
sor of speech pathology and audiology and
academic dean at Upland in 1956. His post-
graduate research in medical audiology con-
firmed the effectiveness of a new surgical
technique for treating otosclerosis, a disease
of the middle ear.

In 1960, reaching what he later recalled as
one of the ‘‘crucial crossroads’’ in his life,
Boyer switched from teaching and research
to administration when he accepted a posi-
tion with the Western College Association.
The California Board of Education had or-
dered all public schoolteachers to obtain a
degree in an academic discipline—a decision
that proved to be unpalatable to teachers’
colleges—and Boyer was appointed director
of the commission that was charged with
carrying out the directive. Two years later,
he became director of the Center for Coordi-
nated Education at the University of Califor-
nia at Santa Barbara, administering projects
to improve the quality of education from
kindergarten to college.

In 1965 Boyer moved east to Albany, New
York, joining the State University of New
York as its first executive dean for univer-
sity-wide activities—a title created espe-
cially for him. In that position he developed
an impressive range of intercampus pro-
grams, including one providing for scholars-
in-residence and another that established the
SUNY chancellor’s student cabinet. He be-
came vice-chancellor of SUNY in 1968, a post
in which he presided over large staff meet-
ings, moderated discussions, and summarized
them for Chancellor Samuel Gould, to whom
he also made recommendations. Boyer’s col-
leagues praised him for his organizational
ability, and one university official described
him as ‘‘an unassuming man with a firm

streak. He’s nobody’s patsy. But he is a good
listener.’’

On July 30, 1970, Boyer was appointed to
succeed the retiring Samuel Gould as the ad-
ministrative head of a complex system of
sixty-four campuses, hundreds of thousands
of students, and about 15,000 faculty mem-
bers. In his inaugural address’ which he de-
livered on April 6, 1971, Boyer proposed that
as many as 10 percent of the freshman class
of 1972 be allowed to take an experimental
three-year program leading to a degree. That
initiative was adopted at several SUNY in-
stitutions within the year. He also called for
the creation of the new rank of university
teacher. His proposal was acted upon in 1973
with the introduction of the new rank of dis-
tinguished teaching professor in order to re-
ward educational distinction as well as re-
search.

Also quickly put into effect was the estab-
lishment of Empire State College, in re-
sponse to a directive from the SUNY board of
trustees to Boyer to investigate new meth-
ods of education that would enable mature
students to pursue a degree program without
having to spend their full time on campus.
Such a program, as Boyer noted, would have
the advantage of avoiding heavy construc-
tion and maintenance costs. Empire State
College was established in 1971 with a small
faculty core at Saratoga Springs, and with
leased faculty at four other locations. Under
the general guidance of a faculty member,
students were able to work for a degree with-
out attending classes, by means of reading,
listening to tapes, watching television, fol-
lowing previously prepared lesson plans,
traveling, or doing field work. * * *

Just before the inauguration of Jimmy
Carter as president of the United States,
Boyer was named federal commissioner of
education, responsible for administering edu-
cation programs involving billions of dollars.
The appointment appeared to be ideal for
Boyer, even though it meant taking a pay
cut from $67,000 to $47,500 a year, since
Carter had been the first presidential can-
didate ever endorsed by the National Edu-
cation Association and was on record as fa-
voring a cabinet-level department of edu-
cation. The new department was not estab-
lished until 1980, however, and in the mean-
time Boyer found himself under a boss—Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare Jo-
seph A. Califano Jr.—who did not welcome
independence from his subordinates and op-
posed the creation of a department that
would diminish how own agency. * * *

In October 1978 unnamed sources confirmed
that Boyer had accepted the position of
president of the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advance of Teaching, beginning in 1980. * * *

At the Carnegie Foundation, Boyer took
the helm of an organization that, in 1985,
held income-producing assets worth more
than $35 million. ‘‘My top priority at Carne-
gie,’’ he told George Neill in an interview for
Phi Delta Kappan (October 1979), ‘‘will be ef-
forts to reshape the American high school
and its relationship with higher education.
. . . I’m convinced that the high school is
the nation’s most urgent education prob-
lem.’’

On September 15, 1983, Boyer released the
results of a $1 million, fifteen-month study
of the nation’s high schools that was con-
ducted by twenty-eight prominent educators,
each of whom visited high schools in several
cities. The report estimated that although 15
percent of American high school students
were getting ‘‘the finest education in the
world,’’ about twice that number merely
mark time or drop out and that the remain-
der were attending schools ‘‘where pockets of
excellence can be found but where there is
little intellectual challenge.’’ Among the
study’s recommendations were adoption of a

‘‘core curriculum’’ for all students, designa-
tion of mastery of the English language, in-
cluding writing, as the central curriculum
objective for all students, requiring mastery
of a foreign language for all students, a grad-
ual increase in teachers’ pay of 25 percent,
after making up for inflation, and manda-
tory community service for students as a re-
quirement for graduation.

The report was issued in book form as High
School: A Report on Secondary Education in
America (Harper & Row, 1983), with Boyer
and the Carnegie Foundation listed as its au-
thors. The academic book-reviewing publica-
tion Choice (January 1984) called it ‘‘an im-
portant contribution to the coming edu-
cational policy debate of the 1980’s,’’ and, in
Commonwealth (April 20, 1984), the reviewer
John Ratte wrote, ‘‘It is not damning with
faint praise to say that Ernest Boyer’s book
is remarkably clear and well written for a
commission study report.’’ Andrew Hacker,
writing in the New York Review of Books
(April 12, 1984), assessed the report as ‘‘less a
research project than Boyer’s own book’’ and
credited him with trying ‘‘to define how edu-
cation can contribute to a more interesting
and thoughtful life—and not just a more
competitive one.’’

In his follow-up interviews and speeches,
Boyer stressed the urgent need for better
teaching in American high schools. He told
Susan Reid of People magazine (March 17,
1986) that ‘‘by 1990, 30 percent of all children
in the public schools will be minorities,’’
noted the high dropout rate among minori-
ties, and expressed the fear that ‘‘the current
move to add more course requirements will
lead to more failure among inner-city stu-
dents, unless we also have smaller classes,
better counseling, and more creative teach-
ing. . . . To my mind, teaching is the nub of
the whole problem. . . . All other issues are
secondary.’’ * * *

In December 1987 Boyer and Owen B. But-
ler, vice-chairman of the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development, addressed the Univer-
sity/Urban Schools National Task Force, or-
ganized by the City University of New York.
The two leaders noted that the movement
for educational change was bypassing many
impoverished children, with consequences
that could threaten the future of the United
States. To alleviate the situation, Boyer pro-
posed, among other things, improvements in
nutrition, prenatal care for teenage mothers
more effective day care, including summer
programs, and preschool education.

The success of Ernest Boyer’s career owes
much to a work week that customarily ex-
tends to eighty or ninety hours. Although he
is a quick study who is adept at drawing out
other people and grasping their ideas, he
rarely advances into the firing line, prefer-
ring to stay a half step behind some of his
peers. ‘‘He has an unusual ability to bring
people together,’’ a former colleague told a
reporter for the New York Times [March 16,
1977]. ‘‘It’s a gift for finding consensus
among a diverse group of people where none
appeared to exit.’’ * * *

f

REARRANGING FLOWERS ON THE
COFFIN

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we
are now in the final days of the 1st ses-
sion of the 104th Congress. In a short
while we will have worked out some ac-
commodations on the budget. We must
do this, for we will now be engaged in
the establishment of some measure of
peace and lawful conduct in the Bal-
kans. It would be unforgivable if we
put our military in harm’s way abroad
without first getting our affairs in
some minimal order here at home.
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I am fearful, however, that as we

close out this session we will also close
down the provision for aid to dependent
children that dates back 60 years to the
Social Security Act of 1935.

If this should happen, and it very
likely will, the first and foremost rea-
son will be the monstrous political de-
ception embodied in the term Welfare
reform.

In my lifetime there has been no such
Orwellian inversion of truth in the
course of a domestic debate. ‘‘Welfare
reform’’ in fact means welfare repeal.
The repeal, that is, of title IV-A of the
Social Security Act. Everyone is to
blame for this duplicity, everyone is an
accomplice.

For practical purposes, we can begin
with the celebrated Contract With
America, which pledged that within 100
days, a Republican House would vote
on 10 bills, including:

3. Welfare reform. The government should
encourage people to work, not to have chil-
dren out of wedlock.

This in itself was unexceptional, es-
pecially the second clause. By 1994, the
nation had become alarmed by an un-
precedented rise in illegitimacy, to ra-
tios altogether ahistorical—from prac-
tically nil to almost one-third in the
course of a half-century. Since illegit-
imate children commonly end up sup-
ported by Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children (AFDC), a causal connec-
tion was inferred. Not proven. We know
desperately little about this great
transformation, save that it is happen-
ing in all the industrial nations of the
North Atlantic.

Undeterred, the new House majority
promptly passed a bill which repealed
AFDC. Such an act would have been
unthinkable a year earlier, just as re-
pealing Old Age pensions or Unemploy-
ment Compensation, other titles of the
Social Security Act, would be today.
At minimum, it would have seemed
cruel to children. But the new Repub-
licans succeeded in entirely reversing
the terms of the debate. Instead of aid-
ing children, AFDC was said to harm
them. Last month, a Republican Mem-
ber of the House remarked on the im-
portance of child care:

. . . because our welfare reform package is
going to remove people from welfare and get
them to work. We understand that child care
is a critical step to ending the cruelty of wel-
fare dependency.

What once was seen as charity, or
even social insurance is redefined as
cruelty.

This happens. Social problems are
continuously redefined. Malcolm
Gladwell of The Washington Post has
noted that, ‘‘In the 19th century, the
assumption had almost always been
that a man without a job was either
lazy or immoral. But following the de-
pression of the 1890’s, the Progressives
‘discovered’ unemployment.’’ Which is
to say, a personal failing became a so-
cietal failing instead. This redefinition
has wrought what would once have
seemed miracles in the stabilization of
our economy. Mass unemployment is

now history. On the other hand, such
cannot be said for the attempt to dis-
sociate welfare dependency from per-
sonal attributes, including moral con-
duct. As we would say in the old Navy,
I am something of a plank owner in
this regard. It is just 30 years since I
and associates on the policy planning
staff of the Department of Labor
picked up the onset of family instabil-
ity in the nation, in this case among
African Americans. Interestingly, this
followed our having failed to establish
that macroeconomic problems were the
source of the trouble. In the event, I
was promptly accused of Blaming the
Victim. For the 30 years that followed
there was an awful tyranny of guilt
mongering and accusation that all but
strangled liberal debate. One con-
sequence was that when a political
force appeared that wished to change
the terms of debate altogether, estab-
lished opinion was effortlessly silenced
and displaced. Again, Gladwell:

But if anything is obvious from the current
budget fight and Capitol Hill’s commitment
to scaling back welfare and Medicaid while
lavishing extra billions on the Pentagon, it
is that this once formidable confidence has
now almost entirely slipped away. This is
what has given Washington’s current re-ex-
amination of the size and shape of govern-
ment its strange ambivalence. In most revo-
lutions the defenders of the status quo have
to be dragged from power, kicking and
screaming. In this revolution, the defenders
of the old activism toward the poor surren-
dered willingly, with the shrugs and indiffer-
ence of those who no longer believed in what
they stood for either.

This was painfully evident in the
Senate. On August 3, 1995, the Repub-
lican majority introduced a Welfare re-
form bill which abolished AFDC. That
same day, the Democratic minority in-
troduced a competing Welfare reform
bill—which also abolished AFDC. On
the minority side an enormous fuss is
now being made over adding a little
extra child care, some odd bits of child
nutrition aid, perhaps a little foster
care. Literally arranging flowers on
the coffin of the provision for children
in the Social Security Act. Coming
from devious persons this would have
been a conscious strategy—distracting
attention from what was really going
on. But these were not, are not, devious
persons. Sixty years of program lib-
eralism—a bill for you, a bill for me—
had made this legislative behavior
seem normal. The enormity of the
event was altogether missed.

I hope this is not mere innocence on
my part. The Washington Post edi-
torial page has been unblinking on this
subject. An editorial of September 14
described the bill on the Senate floor
as ‘‘reckless,’’ adding with a measure
of disdain: ‘‘Some new money for child
care may . . . be sprinkled onto this
confection.’’ Those seeking to define
welfare repeal as welfare reform by im-
proving the Republican measure should
have known better, but I truly think
they did not. In recent years, child care
has been something of a mantra among
liberal advocates for the poor. For all

its merits, it has awesome defects,
which are the defects of American so-
cial policy. The most important is that
it creates two classes of working moth-
ers: one that gets free government pro-
vided child care; another that does not.

The Clinton administration arrived
in Washington sparking with such en-
thusiasms. At this time, I was chair-
man of the Committee on Finance,
charged with producing $500 billion in
deficit reduction, half through tax in-
creases, half through program cuts. I
thought deficit reduction a matter of
the first priority, as did my fabled
counterpart in the House, Dan Rosten-
kowski, chairman of Ways and Means.
In the end, we got the votes. Barely.
Fifty, plus the Vice President in the
Senate. But all the while we were tak-
ing on this large—and as we can now
say hugely successful—effort, we were
constantly besieged by administration
officials wanting us to add money for
this social program or that social pro-
gram. Immunization was a favorite.
Rosty and I were baffled. Our cities had
had free immunization for the better
part of a century. All children are vac-
cinated by the time they enter school.
If they aren’t vaccinated at earlier
ages, it is surely the negligence or ig-
norance of the parents that has most
explanatory value. But nothing would
do: had to add whatever billion dollars
for yet a new Government service.

My favorite in this miscellany was
something called family preservation,
yet another categorical aid program—
there were a dozen in place already—
which amounted to a dollop of social
services and a press release for some
subcommittee chairman. The program
was to cost $930 million over 5 years,
starting at $60 million in fiscal year
1994. For three decades I had been
watching families come apart in our
society; now I was being told by seem-
ingly everyone on the new team that
one more program would do the trick.
The New Family Preservation Program
was included in the President’s first
budget, but welfare reform was not. In
fact, the administration presented no
welfare plan until June of 1994, a year
and a half after the President took of-
fice. At the risk of indiscretion, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD at this point a letter I
wrote to Dr. Laura D’Andrea Tyson,
then the distinguished Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisors.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1993.

Dr. LAURA D’ANDREA TYSON,
Council of Economic Advisers, The Old Execu-

tive Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR DR. TYSON: You will recall that last

Thursday when you so kindly joined us at a
meeting of the Democratic Policy Commit-
tee you and I discussed the President’s fam-
ily preservation proposal. You indicated how
much he supports the measure. I assured you
I, too, support it, but went on to ask what
evidence was there that it would have any ef-
fect. You assured me there was such data.
Just for fun, I asked for two citations.
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The next day we received a fax from Shar-

on Glied of your staff with a number of cita-
tions and a paper, ‘‘Evaluating the Results’’,
that appears to have been written by Frank
Farrow of the Center for the Study of Social
Policy here in Washington and Harold
Richman at the Chapin Hall Center at the
University of Chicago. The paper is quite di-
rect: ‘‘. . . . solid proof that family preserva-
tion services can effect a state’s overall
placement rates is still lacking.’’Just yester-
day, the same Chapin Hall Center released an
‘‘Evaluation of the Illinois Family First
Placement Prevention Program: Final Re-
port’’. This was a large-scale study of the Il-
linois Family First initiative authorized by
the Illinois Family Preservation Act of 1987.
It was ‘‘designed to test effects of this pro-
gram on out-of-home placement of children
and other outcomes, such as subsequent
child maltreatment.’’ Data on case and serv-
ice characteristics were provided by Family
First caseworkers on approximately 4,500
cases; approximately 1,600 families partici-
pated in the randomized experiment. The
findings are clear enough.

‘‘Overall, the Family First placement pre-
vention program results in a slight increase
in placement rates (when data from all ex-
perimental sites are combined). This effect
disappears once case and site variations are
taken into account.’’

In other words, there are either negative
effects or no effects.

This is nothing new. Here is Peter Rossi’s
conclusion in his 1992 paper, ‘‘Assessing
Family Preservation Programs’’. Evalua-
tions conducted to date ‘‘do not form a suffi-
cient basis upon which to firmly decide
whether family preservation programs are
either effective or not’’.

May I say to you that there is nothing the
least surprising in either of these findings?
From the mid-’60s on this has been the re-
peated, I almost want to say consistent pat-
tern of evaluation studies. Either few effects
or negative effects. Thus, the negative in-
come tax experiments of the 1970s appeared
to produce an increase in family break-up.

This pattern of ‘‘counterintuitive’’ findings
first appeared in the ’60s. Greeley and Rossi,
some of my work, Coleman’s. To this day I
can’t decide whether we are dealing here
with an artifact of methodology or a much
larger and more intractable fact of social
programs. In any event, by 1978 we had
Rossi’s Iron Law. To wit:

‘‘If there is any empirical law that is
emerging from the past decade of widespread
evaluation research activities, it is that the
expected value for any measured effect of a
social program is zero.’’

I write you at such length for what I be-
lieve to be an important purpose. In the last
six months, I have been repeatedly impressed
by the number of members of the Clinton Ad-
ministration who have assured me with
great vigor that something or other is
known in an area of social policy which, to
the best of my understanding, is not known
at all. This seems to me perilous. It is quite
possible to live with uncertainty; with the
possibility, even the likelihood that once is
wrong. But beware of certainty where none
exists. Ideological certainty easily degen-
erates into an insistence upon ignorance.

The great strength of political conserv-
atives at this time (and for a generation) is
that they are open to the thought that mat-
ters are complex. Liberals have got into a re-
flexive pattern of denying this. I had hoped
twelve years in the wilderness might have
changed this; it may be it has only rein-
forced it. If this is so, current revival of lib-
eralism will be brief and inconsequential.

Respectfully,
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Note that conclud-
ing paragraph: If we don’t get as good

at asking questions as conservatives
have become, ‘‘the current revival of
liberalism will be brief and incon-
sequential.’’ In the course of the recent
debate on ‘‘Welfare reform,’’ specifi-
cally on September 14, I took occasion
to note that almost the only serious
critique of the Republican proposal,
and its Democratic variant, was com-
ing from conservative social analysts
and social scientists. Let me cite three
such criticisms which in sum, or so I
would argue, make a devastating case
against what Congress and the admin-
istration seem bent on doing.

First George Will, who in the high
tradition of conservative thought, asks
us to consider the unanticipated con-
sequences of what we are about to do
to children in the course of disciplining
their parents. He wrote in September:

As the welfare reform debate begins to
boil, the place to begin is with an elemental
fact: No child in America asked to be here.
* * * No child is going to be spiritually im-
proved by being collateral damage in a bom-
bardment of severities targeted at adults
who may or may not deserve more severe
treatment from the welfare system.

Let me attach numbers to this state-
ment. In 1968, as part of the social
science undertakings associated with
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1965,
the Federal government helped estab-
lish the Panel Study of Income Dynam-
ics at the Survey Research Center of
the University of Michigan. The
thought was to follow cohorts of real,
named individuals over the years to see
how income rose and fell over time.
Earlier this year, using this data, Greg
J. Duncan and Wei-Jun J. Yeung cal-
culated that of children born between
1973 and 1975, some 24 percent received
AFDC at some point before turning 18.
Among African-Americans this propor-
tion was 66 percent, while for whites it
was 19 percent. All told some 39 percent
of this cohort received AFDC, Food
Stamps, or Supplementary Security In-
come. (Duncan, Greg J. and Yeung,
Wei-Jun J. ‘‘Extent and Consequences
of Welfare Dependence Among Ameri-
ca’s Children.’’ Children and Youth
Services Review. Vol. 17, Nos. 1–2, pp.
157–182, 1995.)

And so we know what we are talking
about. A quarter of our children.

A year ago November, James Q. Wil-
son gave the Walter Wriston lecture at
the Manhattan Institute, entitled
‘‘Welfare Reform and Character Devel-
opment.’’ He began by insisting on how
little we know:

Let me confess at the outset that I do not
know what ought to be done and assert that
I do not think anyone else knows either. But
I think that we can find out, at least to the
degree that feeble human reason is capable
of understanding some of the most profound
features of the human condition. What we
may find out, of course, is that we have cre-
ated a society that can no longer sustain a
strong family life no matter what steps we
take. I am not convinced of that, for the
very people who express the deepest pes-
simism are themselves leading, in most
cases, decent lives amid strong human at-
tachments and competent and caring fami-
lies.

What we worry about is the underclass.
There has always been an underclass and al-
ways will be one. But of late its ranks have
grown, and its members have acquired great-
er power to destroy their own children and
inflict harm beyond their own ranks. The
means for doing so—guns, drugs, and auto-
mobiles—were supplied to them by our in-
ventive and prosperous economy. We must
either control more rigorously those means
or alter more powerfully the lives of those
who possess them. I wish to discuss the lat-
ter, because the public is rightly dubious
about how great a gain in public safety can
be achieved by the legal methods at our dis-
posal and is properly indignant about the
harm to innocent children that will result
from neglecting the processes by which the
underclass reproduces itself.

The great debate is whether, how, and at
what cost we can change lives—if not the
lives of this generation then those of the
next.

He then set forth three precepts.
Note that the first is precisely where
Will began:

First precept: Our overriding goal ought to
be to save the children. Other goals—reduc-
ing the cost of welfare, discouraging illegit-
imacy, and preventing long-term welfare de-
pendency—are all worthy. But they should
be secondary to the goal of improving the
life prospects of the next generation.

Second precept: Nobody knows how to
achieve this goal on a large scale. The debate
that has begun about welfare reform is large-
ly based on untested assumptions, ideologi-
cal posturing, and perverse priorities. We are
told that worker training and job placement
will reduce the welfare rolls, but we know
that worker training and job placement have
so far had at best very modest effects on wel-
fare rolls. And few advocates of worker
training tell us what happens to children
whose mothers are induced or compelled to
work, other than to assure us that somebody
will supply day care. We are told by others
that a mandatory work requirement, wheth-
er or not it leads to more mothers working,
will end the cycle of dependency. We don’t
know that it will. Moreover, it is fathers
whose behavior we most want to change, and
nobody has explained how cutting off welfare
to mothers will make biological fathers act
like real fathers. We are told that ending
AFDC will reduce illegitimacy, but that is,
at best, an informed guess. Some people pro-
duced many illegitimate children long before
welfare existed, and others in similar cir-
cumstances now produce none, even though
welfare has become quite generous. I have
pointed out that group homes and boarding
schools once provided decent lives for the
children of stable, working-class parents who
faced unexpected adversity, but I do not
know whether such institutions will work
for the children of underclass parents en-
meshed in a cycle of dependency and despair.

Third precept: The federal government
cannot have a meaningful family policy for
the nation, and it ought not to try. Not only
does it not know and cannot learn from ‘‘ex-
perts’’ what to do; whatever it thinks it
ought to do, it will try to do in the worst
possible way: uniformly, systematically, po-
litically, and ignorantly. Today official
Washington rarely bothers even to give lip
service to the tattered principle of states’
rights. Even when it allows the states some
freedom, it does so only at its own pleasure,
reserving the right to set terms, issue waiv-
ers, and attach conditions. Welfare politics
in Washington is driven by national advo-
cacy groups that often derive their energy
from the ideological message on which they
rely to attract money and supporters. And
Washington will find ways either to deny
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public money to churches (even though they
are more deeply engaged in human redemp-
tion than any state department of social wel-
fare) or to enshroud those churches that do
get public money with constraints that viti-
ate the essential mission of a church.

Finally, to Wilson’s point that any
welfare program significantly funded
from Washington will be run ‘‘uni-
formly, systematically, politically, and
ignorantly.’’ I don’t disagree. The Fam-
ily Support Act of 1988 had two basic
premises. The first was that welfare
could not be a way of life; that it had
to be an interlude in which mothers
learn self-sufficiency and fathers learn
child support, and also that this goal
was to be pursued in as many different
ways as State and local governments
could contrive. I would like to think
that I am not the only person still in
Washington who recalls that in debate
we would continually refer to the ex-
periments being carried out by a lib-
eral Democratic Governor in Massa-
chusetts, Michael Dukakis, and a con-
servative Republican Governor of Cali-
fornia, George Deukmejian. Our expec-
tations, very much under control I
should say, were based on the careful
research of such programs by the Man-
power Demonstration Research Cor-
poration based in New York.

On December 3rd, Douglas J.
Besharov of the American Enterprise
Institute, the third of the conservative
analysts I will cite, wrote in support of
the welfare measure now in conference,
stating that the experience of the
JOBS program under the Family Sup-
port Act showed just how innovative
and responsible States can be. He said:

Since 1992, the federal government has al-
lowed states almost total freedom to reshape
their welfare systems through the waiver
process. According to the Center for Law and
Social Policy (CLASP), as of last week, 42
states had requested waivers and well over
half had already been granted.

As some will know, earlier this year
I introduced the Family Support Act of
1995, seeking to update the earlier leg-
islation, given seven years experience.
In the current issue of The National
Journal, in which I am referred to as
the ‘‘champion’’ of ‘‘left-of-center ad-
vocacy groups,’’ this measure, which
got 41 votes on the Senate floor, is sim-
ply dismissed: ‘‘. . . MOYNIHAN’s bill is
principally a vehicle for defending the
status quo . . .’’ Dreadful charge, but
not unwarranted. The status quo is
meant to be one of experiment and
change. And it is. I so state: the idea of
changing welfare has even taken hold
in New York City.

Now to what I think of as a constitu-
tional question, the source of my
greatest concern.

I have several times now, here on the
floor, related an event which took
place in the course of a ‘‘retreat’’
which the Finance Committee held last
March 18 at the Wye Plantation in
Maryland’s Eastern shore. Our chair-
man, Senator Packwood, asked me to
lead a discussion of welfare legislation,
the House bill, H.R. 4, having by then
come over to the Senate where it was
referred to our committee.

I went through the House bill, and
called particular attention to the pro-
vision denying AFDC benefits to fami-
lies headed by an unwed female under
18 years of age. I said that these were
precisely the families we had been
most concerned about in the Family
Support Act. The welfare population is
roughly bi-modal. About half the fami-
lies are headed by mature women who
for one reason or another find them-
selves alone with children and without
income. AFDC is income insurance,
just as unemployment compensation is
income insurance. Or, if you like, so-
cial insurance, which is why we call it
Social Security. These persons are
typically in and out of the system
within 2 years. The other AFDC fami-
lies, rather more than half, begin as
AFDC families. Young women with
children typically born out of wedlock.
These are the families the Family Sup-
port Act was concerned with. There are
millions of families in just this cir-
cumstance.

A few days later, a colleague on the
Finance Committee came up to say
that he had checked on this matter at
home. In his state there were four such
families; two had just moved in from
out of state. I can imagine the state
welfare commissioner asking if the
Senator wanted to know their names.

Here is the point as I see it. Welfare
dependency is huge, but it is also con-
centrated. That portion of the caseload
that is on welfare for two years or less
is more or less evenly distributed
across the land. But three-quarters of
children who are on AFDC at a point in
time will be on for more than five
years. They are concentrated in cities.
In Atlanta, 59 percent of all children
received AFDC benefits in the course of
the year 1993; in Cleveland, 66 percent;
in Miami, 55 percent; in Oakland, 51
percent; in Newark, 66 percent; in
Philadelphia, 57 percent.

By contrast there are many States
that do not have large cities and do not
have such concentrations. The Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services
has estimated the number of children
who would be denied benefits under the
5-year time limit contained in both the
House and Senate welfare bills, now in
conference. For California, 849,300. For
neighboring Nevada, 8,134. For New
York, 300,527. For neighboring Ver-
mont, 6,563.

If welfare were a smallish problem—
if this were 1955, or even 1965—an argu-
ment could be made for turning the
matter back to State Government. But
it is now so large a problem that gov-
ernments of the states in which it is
most concentrated simply will not be
able to handle it. On December 3rd,
Lawrence Mead had an excellent arti-
cle in the Washington Post in which he
described the recent innovations in
welfare policy, all provided under the
Family Support Act, in Wisconsin. His
article is entitled: ‘‘Growing a Smaller
Welfare State: Wisconsin’s Reforms
Show That To Cut the Rolls, You Need
More Bureaucrats’’

It begins:
The Politicians debating welfare reform

would have us believe that their efforts will
greatly streamline the current system, help
balance the nation’s books and reverse the
growing tide of unwed pregnancy among the
poor. What they aren’t telling us is that, at
the state and local level, the federal cuts in
the offing are apt to increase—not shrink—
the size of the welfare bureaucracy.

Mead’s point is one we understood
perfectly at the time we enacted the
Family Support Act. The cheapest
thing to do with chronic welfare de-
pendent families is simply to leave
them as they are. Changing them in
ways that Wilson speaks of is labor in-
tensive, costly and problematic. A nice
quality of the Wisconsin experiments is
that job search begins the day an adult
applies for welfare. But this takes su-
pervision. Mead notes that high per-
forming areas of the state ‘‘feature re-
lentless followup of clients to see that
they stay on track.’’ The term client is
important; it is a term of professional
social work. This sort of thing is not
for amateurs. Most importantly, he
concludes:

Even with Wisconsin’s successes so far, im-
portant questions remain unanswered: What
happens to the people who were formerly on
the welfare rolls? Are they better or worse
off than before? Can they sustain themselves
long term? Anecdotes don’t suggest great
hardship, but nobody knows for sure. And
what evidence is there that this approach
can flourish in inner cities where the social
problems are far more serious? In Milwau-
kee, which has half the state’s welfare case-
load, the success has been far more modest
than in the rest of the state.

These questions need answers before a case
can be made that Wisconsin is the model on
which other states should base their reforms.
But this much is clear: Wisconsin’s fusion of
generosity and stringency does represent
what the voters say they’re looking for.

In Milwaukee, 53 percent of children
are on AFDC in the course of a year.

I have been taken to task for sug-
gesting that the time limits in the
House and Senate bills will produce a
surge in the number of homeless chil-
dren such that the current problem of
the homeless will seem inconsequen-
tial. So be it; that is my view. I believe
our present social welfare system is all
but overwhelmed. Witness the death of
Elisa Izquierdo in Brooklyn. If 39 per-
cent of all children in New York City
were on AFDC at some point in 1993, I
would estimate that the proportion for
Brooklyn would have been at least 50
percent, probably higher. Hundreds of
thousands—I said hundreds of thou-
sands—of these children live in house-
holds that are held together primarily
by the fact of welfare assistance. Take
that away and the children are blown
to the winds. A December 6 administra-
tion analysis concludes that the wel-
fare conference agreement will force 1.5
million children into poverty. To say
what I have said before here in the Sen-
ate: The young males can be horrid to
themselves, horrid to one another, hor-
rid to the rest of us.

By way of example, or analogue, or
what you will, I have frequently re-
ferred to the Federal legislation that
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commenced the deinstitutionalization
of mental patients. I was present at the
creation of this movement. Early in
1955, our former esteemed House col-
league, Jonathan B. Bingham, at that
time secretary to Governor Averell
Harriman of New York brought Dr.
Paul Hoch, the new commissioner of
mental health, in to meet the Gov-
ernor. I was present, along with Paul
H. Appleby, the new budget director.
Dr. Hoch, a wonderful, humane man of
science, told of a new chemical treat-
ment for mental illness which had been
developed by Dr. Nathan Kline at
Rockland State Hospital in the lower
Hudson Valley. It had been tested clini-
cally. Hoch proposed that it be given to
all patients, throughout the New York
mental hospital system, which then
held some 94,000 patients. Today there
are 8,000. Harriman asked what the pro-
gram would cost. Hoch mentioned a
sum in the neighborhood, as I recall, of
$4 million. Harriman asked Appleby if
he could find the money. Appleby, I
cannot doubt having been cued by
Bingham, replied that he could find it.
Done. said Harriman, I am an invest-
ment banker and believe in invest-
ment. And so reserpine medication
commenced.

Eight years later, on October 22, 1963,
in his last public bill-signing ceremony
at the White House, President John F.
Kennedy signed the Community Health
Center Construction Act of 1963. I was
present, since I had worked on the leg-
islation, and the President gave me a
pen which I have in my hand here. We
were going to empty out our great
mental hospitals and treat patients in
local community centers. We would
build 2,000 by the year 1980, and there-
after one for each additional 100,000
persons in the population. Alas, we
built some 400 centers, and then just
forgot about our earlier plans. But we
emptied out the hospitals. A decade or
so later, the problem of the homeless
appeared, to our general bafflement. I
have commented that in New York,
with our singular ability for getting
problems wrong, homelessness has been
defined as a problem of lack of afford-
able housing. We will very likely think
up some equally misleading expla-
nation for the growing numbers of
homeless children when they appear,
and so I would like to put this on the
record now.

On December 3, a newspaper of con-
siderable circulation did just this, how-
ever inadvertently. A long article on
‘‘welfare reform’’ was accompanied by
a photograph of an overstuffed chair on
which a broken, or battered doll had
been placed. The caption read: ‘‘Repub-
licans blame failed welfare policies for
today’s problems. Above, an easy chair
at a Philadelphia homeless encamp-
ment.’’ A photograph, I dread to say, of
things to come.

Republicans must look to their own
consciences. I would appeal to that of
my own party. Last week, our distin-
guished majority leader, Senator BOB
DOLE, stated that he hoped to bring
welfare reform to the floor this week.

It is very likely next week there will also
be a conference report on welfare reform. I
think we have about concluded the con-
ference. [T]he original bill passed in the Sen-
ate by a vote of 87 to 12. We believe we have
retained most of the Senate provisions in the
conference, and I ask my colleagues on both
sides—this bill had strong bipartisan sup-
port—to take a close look.

Eighty-eight percent of the American peo-
ple want welfare reform. We will have it on
the floor, we hope, next week. We hope the
President of the United States will sign it. In
my view, it is a good resolution of dif-
ferences between the House and the Senate.
We still have one or two minor—well not
minor—issues in disagreement we hope to re-
solve tomorrow, and then we hope to bring it
up by midweek next week.

What is one to say? The Senate bill
did indeed have ‘‘strong bipartisan sup-
port.’’ If we do get a conference com-
mittee report, it will pass and will, I
am confident, be vetoed. What I fear is
that the repeal of the Social Security
Act provision will return as part of a
general budget reconciliation, and that
bill will be signed into law. Should it
do so, the Democratic Party will be to
blame, and blamed it will be. It will
never again be able to speak with any
credibility to the central social issue of
our age.

We will have fashioned our own cof-
fin. There will be no flowers.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages from the President of the

United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.
f

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session the PRESIDING

OFFICER laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 4:20 pm., a message from the House of

Representatives, delivered by Mr. Hays, one
of its reading clerks, announced that the
House has passed the following bills, in
which it requests the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

H.R. 325. An act to amend the Clean Air
Act to provide for an optional provision for
the reduction of work-related vehicle trips
and miles traveled in ozone nonattainment
areas designated as severe, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 1787. An act to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to repeal the
saccharin notice requirement.

The message also announced that the
Speaker has signed the following en-
rolled bill:

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

S. 790. An act to provide for the modifica-
tion or elimination of Federal reporting re-
quirements.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).

At 8:40 pm., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 2076. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Commerce, Justice,
and State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on

Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

H. Con. Res. 42. A concurrent resolution
supporting a resolution to the long-standing
dispute regarding Cyprus.

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, with an amendment and
an amendment to the title:

S. 602. A bill to amend the NATO Partici-
pation Act of 1994 to expedite the transition
to full membership in the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization of European countries
emerging from communist domination.

By Mr. SIMPSON, from the Committee on
Veterans Affairs, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute and an amendment to
the title:

S. 991. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, and other statutes, to extend
VA’s authority to operate various programs,
collect copayments associated with provi-
sion of medical benefits, and obtain reim-
bursement from insurance companies for
care furnished.

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment:

S. 1465. A bill to extend au pair programs.
By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on

Foreign Relations, without amendment and
an amended preamble:

S.J. Res. 43. A joint resolution expressing
the sense of Congress regarding Wei
Jingsheng; Gedhun Choekyi Nyima, the next
Panchen Lama of Tibet; and the human
rights practices of the Government of the
People’s Republic of China.

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

S. Con. Res. 14. A concurrent resolution
urging the President to negotiate a new base
rights agreement with the Government of
Panama to permit United States Armed
Forces to remain in Panama beyond Decem-
ber 31, 1999.

S. Con. Res. 25. A concurrent resolution
concerning the protection and continued via-
bility of the Eastern Orthodox Ecumencial
Patriarchate.

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Sandra J. Kristoff, of Virginia, for the
rank of Ambassador during her tenure of
service as U.S. Coordinator for Asia Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC).

A. Peter Burleigh, of California, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Democratic So-
cialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and to serve
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